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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 8-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites "means for measuring time" but then recites "means for certifying a date 
of receipt" which receives data information from the "time measuring means". Therefore it is 
unclear if the time measuring means is measuring time, or if it's determining a date (Such as 
day/month/year) . 

Claim 5 recites that synchronization is performed, but it is unclear what is synchronized. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the outside" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 21 recites that the date determines duration. Again it is unclear how a date 
determines a duration/time, as it is a date. It is unclear if it is a time that is certified or a date. 

Appropriate clarification/correction is requested. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1,5,6, 11, 16, 18, and 19 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Re claim 1 , line 5 : Replace "receiving" with — receive - 
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Re claim 5, line 3: Replace "it further includes synchronization means, said" with - the 
secure electronic entity further comprises synchronization means, and wherein said - 

Re claim 6, line 3: Replace "said authentication means are used to" with - and wherein 
said authentication means — 

Re claim 11, line 2: Replace "wherein it" with 

Re claim 16, line 2: Replace "wherein it" with 

Re claim 18, line 2: Replace "wherein it" with 

Re claim 19, line 2: Replace "wherein it" with 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



- wherein the secure electronic entity — 

- wherein the secure electronic entity — 

- wherein the secure electronic entity — 

- wherein the secure electronic entity — 
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1. Claims 1-6, 8-10, and 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shinzaki (US 20030005310). 

Re claim 1, Shinzaki teaches the claimed limitations (FIG. 1 and paragraph [0153]) 
where a card is connected to a host station, has a clock to measure time, certifies a date (time) of 
receipt of a command from a host and produces data certifying the date for the host computer 
400 (through interface 205). Though silent to a date (teaches time), the Examiner notes that date 
information along with timing is well known in the art and an obvious expedient in order to 
provide further information, such as is common with clocks/timing of electronic devices, for 
example (date information and time information being storcd/rcprcscntcd as part of a 
timestamp/internal clock information), and hence certifying both time/date in the process. Re the 
newly added limitation that the time measuring means are adapted to supply a measurement of 
time when the entity is not supplied with power by an external power supply, and re claim 8 that 
the power is electronic the Examiner notes that paragraph [0029] teaches a clock for calculating 
time, interpreted as a clock of the portable device, thus able to measure time without an external 
power supply/without electronic external power. 

Re claim 2, the limitations have been discussed above. 

Re claim 3, the section 307 of the card certifies the data/time from outside. 

Re claim 4, there is a predetermined value (time) for a limit (paragraph [1054]). 

Re claim 5, though silent to synchronization, the Examiner notes that in instances of 
communication between two devices with clock data, synchronization is an obvious expedient to 
provide updated information, especially as the specifics of the synchronization are not claimed. 
Merely handling/processing the received data can broadly be interpreted as synchronization. 
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Re claim 6, authentication is interpreted as part of the certifying process. 
Re claim 9, the clock (304) meets the limitations. 

Re claim 10, though silent to comparing dates, as discussed above, the use of dates in 
addition to time is an obvious expedient for more detailed information (part of conventional time 
stamping of internal clocks). Alternatively, comparing two times can be interpreted to meet the 
claim limitations as the Examiner notes it is unclear whether time or date is being compared. 

Re clams 18-21, the limitations have been discussed above as a microchip/microcircuit 
card/circuit card/smartcard. Though silent to a tag, the card is broadly interpreted as functionally 
equivalent to an electronic tag, such as an RFID tag/smartcard. A date/duration/time is all 
obvious expedients for certifying by time/date, based upon how time is 
calculated/determined/clocked. 

2. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinzaki as 
discussed above, in view of Kim (US 20030075609). 

The teachings of Shinzaki have been discussed above. 

Shinzaki is silent to synchronization. 

Kim teaches such limitations (paragraph [0034]). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings 
of Shinzaki with those of Kim in order to provide updated information (synchronized) as is 
conventional in the art with electronic communication involving times. 

3. Claims 11-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinzaki as 
discussed above, in view of Horvat et al. (US 7036018). 

The teachings of Shinzaki have been discussed above. 
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Shinzaki is silent to the subsystem as claimed (claim 11), the residual charge measuring 
time (claim 12), MOS technology and Si02 dielectric (claim 13), FET and insulating layer 
characteristics (re claim 14), thickness (claim 15), two subsystems (claim 16), and software (re 
claim 17). 

Horvat et al. teaches such limitations (see col 6, col 6 lines 4-38, col 6 lines 21-67, col 6 
lines 39-67, col 7 lines 1-40). The Examine notes that selecting a particular thickness of a 
capacitive component is a matter of design variation based on system constraints, and therefore 
is an obvious expedient as the general parameters are taught and therefore choosing an optimum 
value/range for a desired result involves only routine skill in the art. Column 6 also teaches that 
the system has software controlled by the processor which is needed to operate the card. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Shinzaki with those of Horvat et al. 

One would have been motivated to do this in order to have an alternative way for the card 
to carry a charge after being disconnected and also providing more security. 
4. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimizu et al. (US 20040150468). 

Re claim 1, Shimizu et al. teaches a secure electronic entity adapted to be connected to a 
host station, said entity containing means for measuring time (timer 37) adapted to supply a 
measurement of time when the entity is not supplied with power as the state changes with a lapse 
of time without the power, and means for certifying a data of receipt of a command from said 
host station, wherein said certification means receives from said time measuring means 
information on said data and produces data certifying said date intended for an external entity 
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(control circuit 34 which receives a command from the host and can certify based upon the timer, 
whether the command should be processed or not. Though silent to actual certifying, the 
Examiner notes that a receipt of a command can be processed through interaction with the timer 
to produce data only when such a process is certified/permitted by using time data in 
combination with the control circuit. Further, result data is interpreted to indicate that the date of 
receipt is certified (paragraph [0071]+). Though silent to a date, as time is only mentioned, the 
Examiner notes that the additional use of a date, applied to timing, is an obvious expedient to 
provide more detailed timing information. Further, paragraph [0063] teaches reader 
authentication. Again as discussed above, the timing information can be interpreted as the date 
information, since it is unclear. Further, date in addition to time is an obvious expedient, as 
discussed above, as part of clock information, as known in the art. 

Re claim 2, the Examiner has interpreted that the time is certified, as discussed above. 

Re claim 4, as discussed above, via timing information, the certification means can 
certify the command is received within a proper timing. 

Re claim 5, as the message is received from a host, synchronization is interpreted as 
occurring. 

Re claim 8, the limitations have been discussed above. 

Re claim 9, timer 37 is separate from a clock signal externally generated. 

Re claim 10, as discussed above, the timer compares two times. Though silent to dates, 
appending date information to time information is an obvious expedient to provide more detailed 
time information, but as discussed above, the timing can represent the dates, as part of an internal 
clock, as discussed above. 
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Re claim 18, the card/device is portable, as discussed above, As an IC/microcircuit card 
20. IC cards can be employed as an electronic tag, as understood in the art, for tracking, 
inventory, POS environments, etc. as a matter of design variation. Re claim 1, as a time is 
determined, the limitations are believed to be taught. It would have been an obvious expedient 
for date to be part of a time, based upon how time is calculated, in order to provide timing 
information. 

5. Claims 1 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shimizu et 
al. as discussed above, in view of Horvat et al. (US 7036018). 

The teachings of Shimizu et al. have been discussed above. 

Shimizu et al. is silent to the subsystem as claimed (claim 1 1), the residual charge 
measuring time (claim 12), MOS technology and Si02 dielectric (claim 13), FET and insulation 
layer characteristics (re claim 14), thickness (claim 15), two subsystems (claim 16), and software 
(re claim 17). 

Horvat et al. teaches such limitations (see col 6, col 6 lines 4-38, col 6 lines 21-67, col 6 
lines 39-67, col 7 lines 1-40). The Examine notes that selecting a particular thickness of a 
capacitive component is a matter of design variation based on system constraints, and therefore 
is an obvious expedient as the general parameters are taught and therefore choosing an optimum 
value/range for a desired result involves only routine skill in the art. Column 6 also teaches that 
the system has software controlled by the processor which is needed to operate the card. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Shimizu et al. with those of Horvat et al. 
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One would have been motivated to do this in order to have an alternative way for the card 
to carry a charge after being disconnected and also providing more security. 
6. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Horvat et al. (US 7036018). 

Horvat et al. teaches a integrated circuit card containing means for measuring a time and 
certifying a date of receipt of a command from a host station as discussed above, wherein the 
control device is able to determine a number of executions per unit time which is able to produce 
data certifying the date (whether or not the commands are acceptable to be executed). As 
discussed above, power is not required by an external power supply. Though silent to an actual 
date, the Examiner notes that as timing is taught, a date is an obvious matter of design variation 
to produce additional timing data, such as is conventional as being provided with clock/timing 
data. 

Re claim 2, the Examiner has interpreted that the time is certified by counting executions 
per unit time. 

Re claim 4, Horvat et al. teaches (re claim 1) that certification of command received in a 
given time period^efore a limit date. 

Re claim 5, as the claim merely recites synchronization and not specifics, by receiving 
and processing a signal, synchronization is interpreted as occurring. 

Re claim 8, the limitations have been discussed above. 

Re claim 9, the time measuring is residual charge of a capacitor as discussed above. 
Re claim 10, as the actual number of executions per unit time is compared to a threshold, 
two dates/times are interpreted as being compared. 
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Re claims 1 1-17, the limitations have been discussed above. 
Re claim 18, the card is portable. 
Re claim 19, a card is taught above. 

Re claim 20, the use of a card as a tag is a matter of intended use. Further, the Examiner 
notes that an IC card can be broadly interpreted as a tag. 

Re claim 21, a duration/time has been discussed above. 



Additional Remarks 

Upon reconsideration of Shinzaki and Horvat et al. and application of the new art to Shimizu et 
al, the Examiner has rejected the claims as per above, and this action remains non-final. Any 
delay is regretted. 

The Examiner notes that the art to Abgrall (US 20060129849), La Rosa 
(WO20080 12463), Sureaud (US 743121 1) also teach time measuring through discharge of the 
capacitor, including in cards, and the Examiner suggests the Applicant review such teachings 
before filing any possible claim amendments to related subject matter in order to expedite 
prosecution. 

Further, the Examiner notes that the limitations regarding measuring time and then 
certifying a date, is still unclear to the Examiner. Is an actual date (day/month/year information 
certified/provided, or is it information part of conventional clock/timing information that is 
certified/provided.) 

Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/540,220 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2887 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure 
(See PTO-892). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL WALSH whose telephone number is (571)272-2409. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am- 7pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Paik can be reached on 571-272-2404. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/DANIEL WALSH/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2887 



